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1 )K Responsive to communication(s) filed on 05 February 2004 . 
2a)^ This action is FINAL. 2b)0 This action is non-final. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is responsive to communications: amendment filed 2/5/2004, application 
filed on 4/25/2000. 

2. Claims 1-10 and 12-20 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 6, 9, and 20 are independent 
claims. 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saunders, US 
5,946,499 filed 5/10/1996 in view of Tung et al. (hereafter referred to as Tung), US 
5,511,193 published 4/23/1996. 

Regarding independent claim 1, Saunders teaches an application program owning a 
document in fig. 1 and 3. Saunders teaches a plurality of input device handlers, each handler 
having a corresponding input device and capable of entering text into the document in fig. 1 and 
col. 1 line 66 - col. 2 line 5. Saunders teaches a handler which returns correction content for 
display by an application program itself for text specified by the application program that was 
entered into a document by the handler in fig. 5, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 2 lines 6-51. 
Saunders teaches a handler which displays a correction interface thereof for correction of text 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 
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specified by the application program that was entered into a document by the handler in fig. 4, 5, 
col. 2 lines 30-51, and col. 6 lines 11-67. 

Saunders teaches a mechanism to associate each handler with a specified portion of text 
in a document in fig. 1, 4a, 4b, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 6 lines 1 1-67. The reservation feature 
of Saunders denies access to a specified region of text by other text handlers. Saunders does not 
teach a mechanism to track initial entry of each specified portion of text into a document by each 
handler. Tung teaches the creation and use of TSM documents to allow for multiple instances of 
a particular input method and to automatically synchronize the TSM documents to active text 
input areas in fig. 4, the abstract and col. 2 line 51 - col. 3 line 7. 

Saunders teaches a correction interface callable by an application program after initial 
entry of the specified text into a document, to determine a responsible handler in fig. 4, col. 1 
lines 55-65, col. 2 lines 6-16 and col. 4 line 59 - col. 5 line 9. Saunders does not teach that the 
responsible handler necessarily initially entered the specified text portion and where the 
responsible handler is determined based on a tracking mechanism. Saunders does teach that a 
specified portion of text may be reserved by a unique identifier so that only a handler matched to 
the unique identifier may be able to implement a text service or manipulation upon the specified 
portion of text. Tung teaches the creation and use of TSM documents to allow for multiple 
instances of a particular input method and to automatically synchronize the TSM documents to 
active text input areas in fig. 4, the abstract and col. 2 line 51 - col. 3 line 7. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Tung into Saunders to have created the claimed invention. It would 
have been obvious and desirable to have used the TSM document feature of Tung to have 
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modified the reserved specified text feature of Saunders so that the original text handler initially 
creating the specified portion of text would have solely had the ability to have performed a text 
service or manipulation upon the specified text through use of the unique identifier. The unique 
identifier would have denied access to other text input handlers as taught by Saunders in col. 6 
line 55-67. The TSM document feature incorporated from Tung would have actively coupled the 
input method of a particular text input handler to a reserved specified region of text as long as the 
TSM document instance existed. It would have been obvious and desirable to have maintained 
the reservation of specified text regions to certain text input handlers so that the text could have 
been consistently manipulated by the user of the multiple text input devices. 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Saunders teaches an application program which calls the 
method of an input device to request at least that the responsible handler return the correction 
content such that the application program manages correction of the specified text itself in col. 2 



Regarding dependent claim 3, Saunders teaches an application program which calls the 
method of the responsible handler to request at least that the handler display a correction 
interface thereof such that the handler manages correction of the specified text itself in col. 2 
lines 16-51. 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Saunders teaches a mechanism to track entry of text into 
a document by each handler associates each contiguous range of text entered into the document 
by a single handler to the single handler in fig. 5 and col. 2 lines 17-39. 

Regarding independent claim 6, Saunders teaches a mechanism to associate each 
handler with a specified portion of text in a document in fig. 1, 4a, 4b, col. 1 lines 55-65, and 



lines 16-51. 



Application/Control Number: 09/557,739 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2176 

col. 6 lines 1 1-67. The reservation feature of Saunders denies access to a specified region of text 
by other text handlers. Saunders does not teach a mechanism to track initial entry of each 
specified portion of text into a document by each handler. Tung teaches the creation and use of 
TSM documents to allow for multiple instances of a particular input method and to automatically 
synchronize the TSM documents to active text input areas in fig. 4, the abstract and col. 2 line 51 
- col. 3 line 7. 

Saunders teaches a correction interface callable by an application program after initial 
entry of the specified text into a document, to determine a responsible handler in fig. 4, col. 1 
lines 55-65, col. 2 lines 6-16 and col. 4 line 59 - col. 5 line 9. Saunders does not teach that the 
responsible handler necessarily initially entered the specified text portion and where the 
responsible handler is determined based on a tracking mechanism. Saunders does teach that a 
specified portion of text may be reserved by a unique identifier so that only a handler matched to 
the unique identifier may be able to implement a text service or manipulation upon the specified 
portion of text. Tung teaches the creation and use of TSM documents to allow for multiple 
instances of a particular input method and to automatically synchronize the TSM documents to 
active text input areas in fig. 4, the abstract and col. 2 line 5 1 - col. 3 line 7. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Tung into Saunders to have created the claimed invention. It would 
have been obvious and desirable to have used the TSM document feature of Tung to have 
modified the reserved specified text feature of Saunders so that the original text handler initially 
creating the specified portion of text would have solely had the ability to have performed a text 
service or manipulation upon the specified text through use of the unique identifier. The unique 
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identifier would have denied access to other text input handlers as taught by Saunders in col. 6 
line 55-67. The TSM document feature incorporated from Tung would have actively coupled the 
input method of a particular text input handler to a reserved specified region of text as long as the 
TSM document instance existed. It would have been obvious and desirable to have maintained 
the reservation of specified text regions to certain text input handlers so that the text could have 
been consistently manipulated by the user of the multiple text input devices. 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Saunders teaches a mechanism which associates each 
contiguous range of text entered into the document by a single handler to the single handler in 
fig. 5 and col. 2 lines 17-39. 

Regarding independent claim 9, Saunders teaches entering text into a document owned 
by an application by a handler for an input device, via a common text framework governing 
interaction between the application and the handler for the input device, such that the application 
exposes the document as an abstraction in fig. 1, 4, col. 1 lines 55-65 and col. 4 line 59 - col. 5 
line 9. Saunders teaches a mechanism to associate each handler with a specified portion of text 
in a document in fig. 1, 4a, 4b, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 6 lines 1 1-67. The reservation feature 
of Saunders denies access to a specified region of text by other text handlers. Saunders does not 
teach a mechanism to track initial entry of each specified portion of text into a document by each 
handler. Tung teaches the creation and use of TSM documents to allow for multiple instances of 
a particular input method and to automatically synchronize the TSM documents to active text 
input areas in fig. 4, the abstract and col. 2 line 5 1 - col. 3 line 7. 

Saunders teaches a correction interface callable by an application program after initial 
entry of the specified text into a document, to determine a responsible handler in fig. 4, col. 1 
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lines 55-65, col. 2 lines 6-16 and col. 4 line 59 - col. 5 line 9. Saunders does not teach that the 
responsible handler necessarily initially entered the specified text portion and where the 
responsible handler is determined based on a tracking mechanism. Saunders does teach that a 
specified portion of text may be reserved by a unique identifier so that only a handler matched to 
the unique identifier may be able to implement a text service or manipulation upon the specified 
portion of text. Tung teaches the creation and use of TSM documents to allow for multiple 
instances of a particular input method and to automatically synchronize the TSM documents to 
active text input areas in fig. 4, the abstract and col. 2 line 51 - col. 3 line 7. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Tung into Saunders to have created the claimed invention. It would 
have been obvious and desirable to have used the TSM document feature of Tung to have 
modified the reserved specified text feature of Saunders so that the original text handler initially 
creating the specified portion of text would have solely had the ability to have performed a text 
service or manipulation upon the specified text through use of the unique identifier. The unique 
identifier would have denied access to other text input handlers as taught by Saunders in col. 6 
line 55-67. The TSM document feature incorporated from Tung would have actively coupled the 
input method of a particular text input handler to a reserved specified region of text as long as the 
TSM document instance existed. It would have been obvious and desirable to have maintained 
the reservation of specified text regions to certain text input handlers so that the text could have 
been consistently manipulated by the user of the multiple text input devices. 



Application/Control Number: 09/557,739 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2176 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Saunders teaches requesting the identity of the 
particular handler responsible for entering specified text into a specified range of the document 
in fig. 4a, 4b, 5, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 2 lines 6-40. 

Regarding dependent claim 13, Saunders teaches requesting by the application of the 
particular handler to return correction content for the specified text for display by the application 
itself in fig. 4a, 4b, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 2 lines 6-16. Saunders teaches returning by the 
particular handler to the application the correction content for the specified text in fig. 4a, 4b, 
and col. 2 lines 6-51. 

Regarding dependent claim 14, Saunders teaches displaying by the application of the 
correction content in col, 2 lines 30-51. 

Regarding dependent claim 15, Saunders teaches an application which manages 
corrections to the specified text itself in col. 2 lines 6-51. 

Regarding dependent claim 16, Saunders teaches requesting by the application of a 
particular handler that the particular handler display a correction interface thereof for correction 
of the specified text in fig. 4a, 4b, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 2 lines 6-30. Saunders teaches 
displaying by a particular handler of the correction interface in fig. 4a, 4b, and col. 2 lines 6-51. 

Regarding dependent claim 17, Saunders teaches a particular handler which manages 
corrections to the specified text itself in col. 2 lines 6-51. 

Regarding dependent claim 18, Saunders teaches requesting by the application of a 
particular handler that the particular handler display a correction interface thereof for correction 
of the specified text in fig. 4a, 4b, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 2 lines 6-16. Saunders teaches 
displaying by a particular handler of a correction interface in fig. 4a, 4b, and col. 2 lines 6-51. 
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Regarding dependent claim 19, Saunders teaches a particular handler which manages 
corrections to the specified text itself in col 2 lines 6-51. 

Regarding independent claim 20, Saunders teaches entering text into a document 
owned by an application by a handler for an input device, via a common text framework 
governing interaction between the application and the handler for the input device, such that the 
application exposes the document as an abstraction in fig. 1 and col. 1 lines 55-65. Saunders 
teaches a handler which returns correction content for display by the application itself for a 
specified text in fig. 4a, 4b, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 2 lines 6-16. Saunders teaches a handler 
which displays a correction interface thereof for correction of a specified text in fig. 4a, 4b, and 
col. 2 lines 6-51. 

Saunders teaches associating each handler with a specified portion of text in a document 
in fig. 1, 4a, 4b, col. 1 lines 55-65, and col. 6 lines 1 1-67. The reservation feature of Saunders 
denies access to a specified region of text by other text handlers. Saunders does not teach 
tracking the initial entry of each specified portion of text into a document by each handler. Tung 
teaches the creation and use of TSM documents to allow for multiple instances of a particular 
input method and to automatically synchronize the TSM documents to active text input areas in 
fig. 4, the abstract and col. 2 line 51 - col. 3 line 7. 

Saunders teaches a correction interface callable by an application program after initial 
entry of the specified text into a document, to determine a responsible handler in fig. 4, col. 1 
lines 55-65, col. 2 lines 6-16 and col. 4 line 59 - col. 5 line 9. Saunders does not teach that the 
responsible handler necessarily initially entered the specified text portion and where the 
responsible handler is determined based on a tracking mechanism. Saunders does teach that a 
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specified portion of text may be reserved by a unique identifier so that only a handler matched to 
the unique identifier may be able to implement a text service or manipulation upon the specified 
portion of text. Tung teaches the creation and use of TSM documents to allow for multiple 
instances of a particular input method and to automatically synchronize the TSM documents to 
active text input areas in fig. 4, the abstract and col. 2 line 51 - col. 3 line 7. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined Tung into Saunders to have created the claimed invention. It would 
have been obvious and desirable to have used the TSM document feature of Tung to have 
modified the reserved specified text feature of Saunders so that the original text handler initially 
creating the specified portion of text would have solely had the ability to have performed a text 
service or manipulation upon the specified text through use of the unique identifier. The unique 
identifier would have denied access to other text input handlers as taught by Saunders in col. 6 
line 55-67. The TSM document feature incorporated from Tung would have actively coupled the 
input method of a particular text input handler to a reserved specified region of text as long as the 
TSM document instance existed. It would have been obvious and desirable to have maintained 
the reservation of specified text regions to certain text input handlers so that the text could have 
been consistently manipulated by the user of the multiple text input devices. 

5. Claims 5, 8, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Saunders, US 5,946,499 filed 5/10/1996 in view of Tung et al. (hereafter referred to as 
Tung), US 5,511,193 published 4/23/1996 as applied to claims 4, 7, and 9 above, and further 
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in view of Covington et al. (hereafter referred to as Covington), US 5,524,193 published 
6/4/1996. 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Saunders teaches identifying a single handler for a 
contiguous range of text in fig. 4a, 4b, and 5. Saunders does not teach attaching a property to a 
contiguous range of text. Covington does teach attaching a property to a contiguous range of 
text in the abstract. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Covington into Saunders to create the invention as 
claimed. It would have been obvious and desirable to have modified Saunders so that a property 
could be attached to a range of text so that the mechanism could accommodate a more diverse 
group of documents. This would have been a beneficial improvement since most documents are 
not solely composed of textual elements, but rather have other properties incorporated in their 
definition. 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Saunders teaches identifying a single handler for a 
contiguous range of text in fig. 4a, 4b, and 5. Saunders does not teach attaching a property to a 
contiguous range of text. Covington does teach attaching a property to a contiguous range of 
text in the abstract. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Covington into Saunders to create the invention as 
claimed. It would have been obvious and desirable to have modified Saunders so that a property 
could be attached to a range of text so that the mechanism could accommodate a more diverse 
group of documents. This would have been a beneficial improvement since most documents are 
not solely composed of textual elements, but rather have other properties incorporated in their 
definition. 
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Regarding dependent claim 10, Saunders teaches identifying a range of text in a 
document in fig. 4a, 4b s and 5. Saunders does not teach attaching a property to a range of the 
document corresponding to the text entered. Covington does teach attaching a property to a 
range of the document corresponding to the text entered in the abstract. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined 
Covington into Saunders to create the invention as claimed. It would have been obvious and 
desirable to have modified Saunders so that a property could be attached to a range of text so that 
the mechanism could accommodate a more diverse group of documents. This would have been a 
beneficial improvement since most documents are not solely composed of textual elements, but 
rather have other properties incorporated in their definition. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 2/5/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding Applicant's arguments in page 8-1 1 that Saunders does not disclose or 
teach either a tracking mechanism to track the initial entry of each specified portion of text into 
the document by each handler or a correction interface that determines and calls upon the handler 
initially responsible for entering the text, the Examiner has additionally cited the reference of 
Tung et al. (hereafter referred to as Tung) which the Examiner believes in combination with 
Saunders renders the amended claimed invention obvious. 

Saunders teaches an ability to reserve a specified portion of text with a unique identifier 
in fig. 4,5, and col. 6 lines 1 1-67. The Examiner's understanding is that this reserved portion of 
text is uniquely matched to a specific text input handler and a text service or manipulation may 
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only be performed upon the specified text area via the uniquely matched text input handler. 
Saunders does not teach that the uniquely matched text input handler was necessarily the text 
input handler which initially entered the text to form the specified text area. However, Tung 
teaches the use of a TSM document to provide multiple instances of a particular text input 
method and automatically synchronize each of these instances to an active text input area. This 
essentially tracks the original input of a specified portion of text to a specific text input handler. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have combined the synchronized tracking of Tung with the reserved specified text feature of 
Saunders to have created the claimed invention. The text input handler which originated a 
particular specified text would have been known using this combination and future text services 
and manipulations performed upon this specified region of text would have been uniquely 
reserved to have been performed by the same original text input handler. 

Applicant's arguments regarding these two features is that they patentably distinguish 
independent claims 1, 6, 9, and 20 from the prior art and likewise depending claims 2-5, 7-8, 10, 
and 12-19 are subsequently patentably distinct. The Examiner believes that the combination of 
Saunders and Tung render independent claims 1, 6, 9, and 20 and dependent claims 2-4, 7-8, and 
12-19 obvious and the combination of Saunders, Tung and Covington render dependent claims 5, 
8 and 10 obvious. 
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Conclusion 



7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter J Smith whose telephone number is 703-305-593 1 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Fridays 7:00am-3 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph H Feild can be reached on 703-305-9792. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



PJS 

March 24, 2004 




